SOME   LEADING    (AND   MISLEADING)    PRINCIPLED    141

Among the various ways in which the ancestral
record may be modified in ontogeny, Haeckelians
recognize (besides abbreviation, lengthening of phase
and skipping of stages) the developments of special
structures adapted to the conditions of life of the
developing organism. Such structures are termed
ccenogenetic: good examples are the amnion and other
embryonic membranes of the higher Vertebrates. It
is inconceivable that such structures should ever have
existed in any adult animal, and on the strict theory of
recapitulation they are mere intercalations in the record
and can never have any effect on phylogeny.

But it is with regard to such structures or modifica-
tions of structure that the recapitulation theory breaks
down, since there is no\v good evidence that they may
influence the adult structure. The most striking case
is found in Man. In all amniotic Vertebrates (reptiles,
birds, mammals) the cramped position of the embryo
within the amnion causes a cranial flexure, by which
the head and brain are, as it were, doubled up. In
nearly all cases this flexure is eventually straightened
out, but in Man, with his erect attitude, it is necessary
to keep the cranial flexure, so that the face may look
forwards instead of up in the air. This makes it
appear as though Man, on the recapitulation theory,
were ancestral to the other Amniota ! Haeckelians can
get over this difficulty by saying that in Man's phylo-
geny the flexure was first straightened out and then a
new flexure developed, while ontogeny skips the
straightened phase. But this is not a satisfactory ex-
planation. There are other features in Man (hair,
skin-pigment, teeth) in which he retains features shown
in the embryo of anthropoids: on the strict Haeckelian
theory these would show Man to be ancestral to the
*apes.